Application of: Edward A. Frank, et al. 
Serial No.: 10/686,281 
Amendment A 

REMARKS 

Claims 1-15 are pending in the application. Claims 13-15 have been withdrawn from 
consideration subject to an Examiner's restriction requirement. Claims 1-12 stand rejected under 
35 U.S.C § 1 12 second paragraph as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and 
distinctly claim the subject matter which the Applicant regards as the invention. The Examiner 
asserts that the term "detailed" is a relative term and that the claim nor the specification provide 
a standard for ascertaining the requisite degree. 

Legal Principle: The test for indefiniteness under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12 second paragraph is 
whether those skilled in the art would understand what is claimed when the claim is read in light 
of the specification, Orthokinetics v. Safety Travel Chairs, Inc. 806 F.2d 1565, 1576 (Fed Cir 
1986). If one skilled in the art is able to ascertain the meaning of the term in light of the 
specification then 35 U.S.C. § 1 12 second paragraph is satisfied. 

The Examiner asserts, regarding the term "detailed", that the scope can not be determined 
- How Detailed and in What Way. However, the plan dictionary meaning of the term "detailed" 
is - provided with artistic or decorative detail. This definition is clearly supported in the 
specification on page 2, lines 5-7, and 15-25; on page 3, lines 25-31; and on page 4, lines 1 - 
5. 

Further, the clearly claimed structure of "a model having . . . recessed lines" where the 
term "recessed lines" is further modified by the term "detailed design" or decorative design is a 
term that would clearly be understood by those skilled in the art in light of the specification. The 
term "recessed line" is a clearly defined structural limitation and merely adding the modifier that 
the Examiner determines is a relative term does not render the limitation as indefinite. However, 
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the Applicant has deleted the term "detailed" in order to respond to the Examiner's rejection and 
further prosecution of the application. 

The applicant respectfully asserts that the claims 1- 12 as amended are in condition for 
allowance because the 35 U.S.C. § 1 12 second paragraph rejection has been overcome by 
deletion of the term "detailed", and further all limitations of independent claims 1, 5, 7, and 9 are 
not anticipated, or rendered obvious by any of the cited references taken individually or in 
combination. Based on the above the remarks, the applicant respectfully requests that claims 1- 
12 be allowed and that they proceed to issuance. If the Examiner agrees that claims 1 - 12 are 
now allowable, the applicant is agreeable to the cancellation of withdrawn claims 13 - 15 by way 
of an Examiner's amendment to allow claims 1 - 12 to proceed to issuance. 

If any issue regarding the allowability of any of the pending claims in the present 
application could be readily resolved, or if other action could be taken to further advance this 
application such as an Examiner's amendment, or if the Examiner should have any questions 
regarding the present amendment, it is respectfully requested that the Examiner please telephone 
Applicant's undersigned attorney in this regard. 



Respectfully submitted, 




Mark/E. Stallion 
Reg. No. 46,132 
Blackwell Sanders Peper Martin LLP 
720 Olive Street, Suite 2400 
St. Louis, MO 63101 
314-345-6000 

ATTORNEYS FOR APPLICANT 
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